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Mary must shine forth more than ever in these
latter times, in mercy, in strength and in grace.

—GRIGNON DE MONTFORT

HOW may we truly apply to the Blessed Virgin all that

is said of Wisdom in the Sapiential Books? In answer-

ing this question we are attempting no innovation.

This will be evident from the constant use made of the Doctors
of the Church. In composing this study, whose main purpose
is to assemble a certain amount of pertinent quotations relating
to the Mother of God as Wisdom, we have been prompted
rather by the miseries of our time which indicate more than
ever our need to keep our eyes steadily fixed upon the most
outstanding manifestations of the Wisdom and Mercy of God.
Those texts which the liturgy devotes in their mystical sense
to the Mother of God will be utilized merely to illustrate the
conclusions deduced from the literal sense of other passages of

* Editors’ Note: The present article, in the French, is to form part of Prof.
DeKoninck’s forthcoming book, Ego Sapientia, Editions de I'Université Laval,
Quebec.
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2 CHARLES D, DEKONINCK

Scripture. Such an illustration, nevertheless, supported as it
is by the liturgy, has a truly illuminative quality.*

The words which the Church places in the mouth of the
Blessed Virgin are not “I, the wise,” nor “the wisest of all
mere creatures,” but “ I, wisdom~—Ego Sapientia.” * Of a very
good person we say that that person is goodness itself, but this
attribution is to be understood in a purely metaphorical or
parabolical sense. There are only two cases in which one may
predicate an abstract term of a concrete term in an essential
proposition: when it is question of God and of the transcen-
dentals. “Abstract things,” says John of St. Thomas,  cannot
be truly predicated of concrete things, nor concrete things of
abstract things, because of the mode of signifying, .
although sometimes they are really identical, as in divine things
Divinity and God, Paternity and the Father.” * Whence, then,
can the Blessed Virgin claim the sovereign affinity to God
which such a mode of attribution implies?

What is proper to wisdom? The adage says: “ Sapientis est
ordinare—To order pertains to him who is wise.” How are we
to understand the term, “ to order ” ? To start with, what is
“order” ? Two things are included in the notion of order; dis-
tinction and principle. Principle is that from which something
proceeds in any way whatsoever. Principle implies proceeding.
Proceeding or procession is movement from a principle, move-
ment which can be understood in the broad sense of any action,
the action of thinking as well as of physical motion. Accord-
ingly as the principle is a principle of place, a principle of time,
or a principle of nature, order will be divided into local order,
temporal order and the order of nature. Of these three orders
the last is the most profound, since it implies the notion of
origination, inasmuch as nature is “that from which is born

* Cf. Cornelius a Lapide, Commentaria in Ecclesiasticum, cap. XXIV, verse 1
and 2, (edit. Crampon, Vives), T. IX, p. 617 b: Mystice, apte Ecclesia in Officiis
divinis B. Virginis haec omnia (quidquid frustra obstrepat Lutherus, et occlament
haeretici) accipit de B. Virgine, idque justissimis et gravissimis de causis.

2 Eeclus. 24: 40.

2 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Philosophicus, (edit. Reiser), T. I, Il P, Q. V,
a. 4, p. 864b.
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first the thing which is born: ex qua pullulat pullulans primo.”
Under another aspect order is divided into universal and par-
ticular order accordingly as the principle is absolutely first, or
first in a given genus only.

What order is in question in the adage: ““It is the part of
the wise man to set things in order ”? It belongs to the wise
man to set things in order, says St. Thomas, *“ Because wisdom
is the highest perfection of reason, to which it properly pertains
to know order.” * Since order implies principle, and principle
implies relation, the intellect alone can grasp order as order.
“ Since the intellect (in opposition to the will) draws things to
itself, and proceeds by passing from one to the other, it can
compare and formally grasp the relation of one thing to
another; the intellect therefore possesses within itself the pri-
mary root and reason necessary for ordering things—comparing
them among themselves and establishing a relation of one to
the other.” * However, the mere knowledge of an order is not,
as such, sapiential. Simple apprehension can attain order, and
every science involves a certain order. Wisdom will only be the
highest perfection of reason in so far as it implies an order
proceeding from a principle which is wholly first. The verb,
“to order,” expresses this originative primacy. “ It is not to
be ordered,” says Aristotle, “ but to order, which belongs to a
wise man.” ® That is why wisdom is radical. It not only shows
the interlocking of one thing with another, but it grasps things
in their primary root, wherein all the things that proceed there-
from are, in a certain way, pre-contained; and it grasps this
root under its proper formality of origin. If this root was not
at the same time origin, the absolutely first principle would be
in dependence upon that of which it is the first principle; the
multiple would then be, as such, the nature of a first principle.

Wisdom may only be predicated substantially of a thing
which in its being and operation is of the nature of the first

¢ St. Thomas, In I Ethic., lect. 1, (edit. Pirotta), n. 1.

5 John of St. Thomas, Cursus Theologicus, (edit. Vivés), T. VI, disp. 21, a. 1,
p. 744b,

¢ Aristotle, I Metaph, cap. I, 982 a 15.
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principle whence proceed in a certain way all things by way of
origination. It would not suffice for it to attain the primary
root solely according to knowledge, because then it would be
wise only; but it must substantially possess the nature of a first
principle, and know itself as such.

In order for the Blessed Virgin to be called Wisdom, she must
be first principle in this sense. She must be herself first princi-
ple, not merely according to intellect and will, but also accord-
ing to its substance and being. But who is first principle accord-
ing to his very being except God? To be truly a first principle
would not Mary have to be such a first principle even in her
relation to God, would she not have to be so close to God that
she would somehow participate even in His nature of first
principle, be as the root of the universal order, even in a certain
manner that from which God Himself proceeds in a certain
manner, the origin and genetrix of God?

Fear not, Mary, for thou hast found grace with God. Behold
thou shalt concetve wn thy womb, and shalt bring forth a son:
and thou shalt call his name Jesus. He shall be great, and shall
be called the Son of the most High; and the Lord God shall give
unto him the throne of David his father; and he shall reign in
the house of Jacob forever.” The Virgin gives birth to the God-
man, the branch of Jesse has flowered,” She is henceforth truly
the mother of God,® she who has engendered God.

Generation means vital origin and assimilation. It is the
procession of a living'thing from within a living thing conjoined
as a principle of life and which assimilates the product of gen-
eration to its proper nature by virtue of this very procession.
Generation consists therefore in expressing a likeness propaga-
tive of the nature of the generator. The generator draws that
which is generated from its own substance while forming it. If
the Blessed Virgin is truly a generator, this definition of genera-
tion must fully apply to her. Let us here note that although in
the act of conception the mother is solely a passive principle
which, while properly a nature, does not of itself imply an
active and expressive assimilation, nevertheless, considered in

7Lk. 1: 30. 8 Num. 17: 8. °Lk. 1: 43,
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her relation to the one engendered, the mother is properly an
active principle which vitally assimilates the one engendered.
An assimilative action takes place formally in the production
of the passive principle of conception, a production which
results from the active generative power of the woman, in view
of the one engendered. For this reason, the mother participates
actively in the vital assimilation of the one engendered. She is
properly a genitrix.'®

Birth regards primarily and principally the being of the
hypostasis and the person. Hence, since the Blessed Virgin is
the mother of Christ according to the hypostasis, she is truly
the mother of God and of the man, of the God-man.** In rela-
tion to that in Him which is born, the Blessed Virgin is properly
cause and origin of God, causa Det et origo Des.*”

Being the cause of the cause of all things, the mother of God
is consequently the mother of all things. *‘ She is the mother of
all things,” says St. Albert, ““ and God the Father is the origin
of all things: but whatever is per se the origin and cause of the
cause, is per se origin and cause of that which is caused. But
she is the mother of Him who is the cause and origin of all
things: therefore she is per se the mother of all things.” ** Is
she not under this aspect an absolutely universal cause? Is
there any work of God which is not to be related to her as to its
principle?

Insofar as she is the substantial principle of Him who made
her—genuist: qui te fecit—she fulfills by her divine maternity
an essential condition of the appellation ““ Wisdom.” Since she
is truly mother of the Son, and the Son is incarnate Wisdom,
she is the mother of Wisdom engendered entitavely both of the
eternal Father and the temporal mother. “ She is the mother,”

*° 8t. Thomas, III a P., q. 32, a. 4—Cajetan, Comment., ibid.

** St. Thomas, III a P., q. 85, a. 4, ¢; J. a S. Thoma, Curs. Phil., T. 1L, III P.,
a. 1, a. 4, p. 5698 a 45.

2 Albertus Magnus, Mariale, sive quaestiones super Evangelium, q. 141; Opera
Omnia, (edit. Borgnet), T. 87, p. 200a. S. Albert le Grand, Docteur de la Mediation
Mariale (Paris-Ottawa, 1935), by M.-M. Desmarais, O. P., has been our guide in
the Mariology of St. Albert.

*® Albertus Magnus, Mariale, q. 145, p. 206a.
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says Cornelius a Lapide, “ of the eternal Wisdom incarnated in
her. Just as the Son is Wisdom engendered and incarnate, so
she is the Wisdom which engenders and incarnates.” **

Nevertheless, Wisdom implies knowledge, a procession
according to knowledge. In order that the Blessed Virgin be
truly Wisdom, she must, even in relation to God, in addition to
her divine maternity according to the flesh, attain to the nature
of a first principle according to intellect. This she accomplished
in her Fiat—Be it done to me according to thy word.*® The
Fiat of Mary is as the echo of the Fiat of Genesis, the word
whence proceeds the new order to which the old was ordained.
For behold I create new heavens, and a new earth: and the for-
mer things shall not be in remembrance, and they shall not
come upon thy heart*® “ (God who made all things,” says St.
Anselm, “is Himself made from Mary (ipse se ex Maria fecit)
and thus all that He made He had made again.” ** My heart
hath uttered a good word. * When the angel had spoken,” says
St. Augustine, “ Mary, full of faith and conceiving Christ in
spirit before conceiving Him in her womb, said: Behold the
handmaid of the Lord, be it done unto me according to thy
word.”*" “The Blessed Virgin,” adds St. Albert, “ would not
have engendered Christ in the flesh if she had not first of all
conceived and preserved the Word in the ear of her heart (aure
cordis) , bearing Him so to speak in the womb of her heart
(in cordis utero) ” **

From this word is suspended the entire new order, this
word in the beginning of the conception of the eternal Word
by Whom all things are made. Judge, Mary, wisdom, and the
whole universe will be remade. *“ Hasten, O Virgin,” cries St.
Bernard, “to give your answer. O my Sovereign, pronounce the
word which the earth, hell, and heaven await, . . . Say but one

** Cornelius 2 Lapide, In Ecclesiasticum, c. XXIV, vers. 1 et 2, T. IX, p. 61%b.
Lk, 1: 38, )

18 Is. 65: 117.

1% Oratio 52, Tome 158, col. 956, P. L.

17 St. Augustine, Sermo 215, n. 4, P. L., T. VII, col. 1074.

18 St. Albert, In Lucem, c. 11, vers. 27, T. 88, p. 158b.
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word, and receive the Word; give your word and receive the
divine Word: pronounce a passing word and embrace the
eternal Word.” ** Be it done unto me according to thy word.
Let him kiss me with the kiss of his mouth.* Let the Holy
Spirit take my flesh and unite it intimately to the Son of God.
Let the Word that is the Light become flesh.

M. Olier, in the most express way, tells us that in her Fiat
the Blessed Virgin imitated the procession of the Son in God
according to knowledge:

. . . Just as (the eternal Father) engenders his Word through
all eternity by His knowledge, by a return upon and vision of
Himself, so He wills that Mary, the supremely perfect and holy
image of His virginal fecundity, should engender the Word with
knowledge; and for that reason He decrees that she shall give her
consent to the generation of the word in the flesh in an express
and solemn way presupposing knowledge and reason. Whereas
other mothers will not know the one who is to be born of them,
He wishes that Mary should know previously what manner of son
she shall conceive: an angel will make known to her that this son
will be Son of the Most High, both God and man, the Redeemer
of the world, and that His reign will endure forever,?

This God, whose mother she is, is the God Redeemer who
as Redeemer is the final, and consequently absolutely first cause
of the entire universe, for Christ was never efficaciously willed
as the end of all things except as the Redeemer.”> Mother of
the Redeemer, Mary is inseparably united to this final cause
as co-principle. The Lord possessed me in the beginning of his
ways, before he made any thing from the beginning. I was set
up from eternity, and of old before the earth was made.®
Mother of Emmanuel, this is to say, of ““the Mighty with us,”
she is the first one predestinated among all pure creatures.

1®St. Bernard, De Ladibus Virginis Matris, homilia IV, Opera Omnia (edit.
Charpentier Vives), T. I, p. 619.

2 1k. 1: 38 and Cant. 1: 1.

1 Vie intérieure de la Trés Sainte Vierge, ouvrage recueilli des écrits de M. Olier,
Paris, 1875, pp. 5-6.

22 John of St. Thomas, Curs. Theol., T. VIII, disp. 3, a. 2, n. 52, p. 108h.

2 Prov. 8: 22-23.
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“She came from God in the beginning,” says St. Albert,
“ because from all eternity she was predestined to become the
mother of the Son of God.” ?* The mother is inconceivable
without the Son, and the Son Redeemer without the mother.
She proceeds from Him who made her in order that He might
proceed from her. It is as principle that she proceeds from the
Principle: her procession from the Principle is ordained in the
procession. of this same Principle, and she envelops the Princi-
ple in her procession from Him, she is held by Him in his pro-
cession from her. I came out of the mouth of the most High,
the firstborn before oll creatures®® In coming out of the mouth
of the most High she is herself the mouth which préfers the
Word. Let him kiss me with the kiss of his mouth.?® She pro-
ceeds from the true light, from Him who is the unfailing light.
Ego fect ut in coelis oriretur lumen indeficiens.® The Son, who
in the bosom of the Father precontains all things, including
the Virgin, causes Himself to be contained in the womb of the
Virgin. He whom the whole universe cannot contain has
enclosed Himself in your womb, becoming man. The Son and
the mother thus constitute from the very beginning a kind of
circular motion wherein the principle is the term, and the term,
principle, a motion which is the symbol of Wisdom which
reaches from end to end.”® This circular motion of Wisdom
which is more mobile than all mobile things,? is like unto play:
playing before him at all times.®®

Being truly the mother of God,* the Blessed Virgin is bound
to the hypostatic order in the most intimate way possible to a
pure creature. “ Hence,” says St. Albert,  since birth primarily
and principally has respect to the being of the hypostasis and
the person, and secondarily to the nature, the Blessed Virgin is

2t St. Albert, Sermones de Sanctis, Sermo 38, T. 18, p. 563a.
25 Eeclus. 24: 5.

26 Cant. 1: 1.

2" Mass, “ Salve Sancta Parens.”

28 Wisd. 8: 1.

2° Wisd. 7: 24.

30 Prov. 8: 80.

32 St. Thomas, ITI Pars, q. 35, a. 4, c.
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called the mother of Christ according to the hypostasis, which
hypostasis is God and man, and this is why she is the mother
of God and of the man—although she is not consubstantial with
God except with respect to His human nature, since consub-
stantiality taken in itself means nothing other than convenien-
tia in substance. Birth, then, belongs primarily and of itself
to the person, and to the nature by consequence and sec-
ondarily.” ** She alone among all pure creatures thus occupies
the very summit: I dwelt in the highest places, and my throne
s n the pillar of a cloud, wherein is hidden the glory of God.
She is herself, in a certain sense, this pillar of the cloud wherein
the incarnate Wisdom is hidden.*® Starting out from the sum-
mit of heaven, her course terminates upon the same summit.**
She alone has compassed the circuit of heaven, of all mere
creatures she alone is the Wisdom which has penetrated into the
bottom of the deep.*

It would be impossible for a pure creature to be raised any
higher. By the grace of her maternity, she exhausts, so to
speak, the very possibility of a higher elevation.

The plenitude of the Blessed Virgin deprives her of all emptiness.
As long as a vessel can receive anything, it retains some emptiness.
That is why every creature includes a certain emptiness, because
it can also always receive a greater grace. But she alone is full
of grace, because she could have no greater grace. She would have
to be herself united to the divinity in order to conceive a grace
greater than that according to which that is drawn from her which
is united to her. Unless she was herself God, it is impossible to
conceive a greater grace than that of being the mother of God.3¢

In order to be praised and glorified in Mary, God was not con-
tent to express Himself in her maternity alone in which Mary
herself does not accomplish in the fullness of her being a com-
plete return to the principle. ““ Thus, maternal parenthood,”

32 St. Albert, In IIT Senteniarum, dist. 4, a. 5, ad 2, T. 28, p. 85b.

32 Cornelius a Lapide, In Ecclesiasticum, c. XXIV, vers. 7, T. IX, p. 623.
8 Ps. 28: 7.

¢ Feclus. 24: 8.

3¢ St. Albert, Mariale, q. 33, paragr. 4, T. 87, p. 73a.
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says St. Augustine, “ would have been of no advantage to Mary
if she had not experienced more joy by bearing Christ in her
heart than in her flesh.” ¥ She was full of grace even before her
consent to maternity. The angel called her full of grace before
the Holy Spirit had come upon her.

The Holy Spirit descended upon Mary in order that she might be
the mother of God, and in order that she might thus attain to the
hypostatic order since she was already full of grace. Because she
belongs to the hypostatic order which of itself carries with it a
higher form of sanctity, her maternal dignity demands sanctity by
fittingness and connaturality. If by God’s absolute power there had
been maternity without sanctity, then the Holy Spirit would not
have descended upon her after the manner of a mission in the
absolute sense, because the Holy Spirit would not have dwelt in
her, but would have descended upon her according to a mission in
the relative sense.®®

Fullness of grace thus becomes the root of her consent to
maternity, of the most free and liberal act that a pure creature
can accomplish, of the most radical human act, upon which all
the works of God are made to depend. For her thoughts are
more vast than the sea, and her counsels more deep than the
great ocean®® Chosen in the beginning of all the works of
divine Wisdom, the strength and sweetness of the power of
premotion caused to spring up in her a vast determination
wherein she is established and establishes herself as first princi-
ple. There is none that can resist thy will, if thow determine to
save Israel.*® Because she herself becomes a sapiential princi-
ple, it is fitting that in her quality as Wisdom she be indued
with immutability. And so was I established in Sion.** “ Con-
firmation in good was fitting for the Blessed Virgin,” says St.
Thomas, “ because she was the mother of divine Wisdom, in
which there is nothing defiled, as it is said in Chapter VII of
the Book of Wisdom.”** Just as our liberty is so much the

87 St. Augustine, De sancta Virginitate, c. 3, T. IX, col. 398.

38 John of St. Thomas, Curs. Theol., T. IV, d. 17, a. 2, p. 465.

2 Beclus. 24: 39. 49 Esther 13: 9. 4 Feelus. 24: 15.
42 Wisd. 7: 25; St. Thomas, B. D. de Veritate, q. 24, 2. 9, ad 2.
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more our own as it is received universally both with regard to
act and modality so the fact of being first principle, as with
the Blessed Virgin, since it is entirely received according to
this properly divine modality, is all the more truly her own.
There is thus established, between the grace of maternity and
her sanctification, a certain circular motion which it has pleased
God to arouse within her. It is God, the origin of all things,
Who gives her the power of giving herself as origin of God.
“Behold all things are subject to the command of God, even
the Virgin, behold all things are subject to the command of the
Virgin, even God.” ** By her free consent to the maternity
which properly comes from her nature, God gives the Blessed
Virgin the means to raise herself further to the dignity of her
maternity which both fittingly (congrue) and connaturally
demands sanctity.

In this exhaustive superabundance of grace and glory
expressed in her, the Blessed Virgin accomplishes the return to
the principle under the very aspect of prineiple of all grace and
all glory. To her in her quality of Wisdom it has been confided
to place in the elect the principle of their conversion to God, to
place in them the divine roots. Then the creator of all things
commanded me and said to me: and he that made me, rested
in my tabernacle, and he said to me: Let thy dwelling be in
Jacob, and thy inheritance in Israel, and take root in my elect.**
In this Wisdom dwells all the grace of the way and of the
truth, in her all hope of life, and of virtue.*

A House built by Wisdom—*“ Mary is the sanctuary and
the place of repose of the Holy Trinity, where God is present
more magnificently and divinely than in any place in the uni-
verse, not excepting his dwelling above the Cherubim and
Seraphim.” * This indwelling is so full and so complete that
as Wisdom the Blessed Virgin is the brightness of eternal light,

3 Grignon de Montfort, La vraie dévotion & la Sainte Vierge, édit. canadienne,
1940, p. 61.

# Eeclus. 24: 12-13.

*5 Ecclus. 24: 25.

¢ Grignon de Montfort, op. cit.,, n. 5, p. 8.
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and the unspotted mirror of God’s majesty, and the image of
his goodness.*” This image is so perfect that it in turn fulfills
the function of root and exemplar for all creatures. This image
was the sapiential exemplar that God followed in the composi-
tion of all things: I was with him forming all things.** By this
she 1s united to the consubstantial image of the Father, to the
incarnate Wisdom, to the Word by which all things were made,
and without Whom was made nothing that was made. Being
the image of Goodness, she imitates the original in universal
diffusion of goodness, and she gives to things their first impetus
and motion: as spouse of the Holy Spirit who is compared to
the waters and who moves over the waters ** herself a spirit
of Wisdom, she too can say: I, wisdom, have poured out rivers.
I, like a brook out of a river of a mighty water; I, like a channel
of a rwer and like an aqueduct, came out of paradise.®® Her
diffusion is so universal that she reaches God and imitates the
manner in which God himself is found in every diffusion of His
goodness: And behold my brook became a great river, and my
river came near to the sea” An unspotted mirror of the majesty
of God, this created Wisdom resembles a formal sign in the
effusion of her graces: no limitation is imposed upon her
mediation. That is why she is called subtilis. She reacheth
everywhere by reason of her purity. She is a vapor of the power
of God, and a certain pure emanation of the glory of the al-
mighty God and therefore no defiled thing cometh into her.®
This same tabernacle of the Holy Trinity, this dwelling built
by Wisdom, this holy city, this new Jerusalem, this new heaven
which renews the earth, becomes the tabernacle of God with
men.**

Order is implied in wisdom. Wisdom is at once one and
manifold, steadfast and mobile.”* Wisdom may be predicated
of the principle of the sapiential order insofar as this principle

*T Wisd. 7: 26, 51 Ecelus. 24: 48.
8 Prov. 8: 30. 52 Wisd. 7: 22-25.
*® Gen. 1: 2. 5% Apoc. 21: 2, 8.

5¢ Ecclus. 24: 40, 41. 54 Sap. Wisd. 7: 22-23.
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is the root of and pre-contains the order of which it is the
principle. Together with her Son at the very origin of the
universe, she is in a way the root of the universal order: I am
the root. That which God principally desires in the universe is
the good of order. This order is better in proportion as its
principle which is interior to the universe is the more profoundly
rooted in God. But Mary is the purely created principle of this
order, the purely created principle which is the nearest to God
and the most perfect that can be conceived. As a principle of
the sapiential order, she participates in the unity and the
unicity of this principle, she is at once an emanation and an
indwelling,” her power extends to all things which hold from
her their constant renewal. We conceive vital emanation as a
constant renewal, and in their relation to the first principle
things receive being in an ever new procession. Whatever
being they might have of themselves would be nothingness.
One s my dove, my perfect one—And being but one, she can
do dll things, and remaining in herself the same, she reneweth
all things.®® Daughter of the eternal Father, mother of the Son,
spouse of the Holy Spirit, she is rooted in the order of the
Trinity, and she links up the order of the universe in a radically
new way to the order which is in God according to the pro-
cessions. Thy neck is as a tower of wory .’

As the principle whence comes the good of the universe, as
Regina et Domina of all things, she is a good separated from
the universal order, a good which is properly universal, a good
which in its indivisible and superabundant unity is the good
of all things. This good is better than the good which exists as
a form in the order of the parts of the universe, it is anterior to
it and is its principle, as the leader who is the principle of the
order in an army. Her good does not even imply a material
dependency upon the things which are ordained or upon their
order-form. Being wisdom, all her glory is from within.®
Because she carries with her the notion of the properly uni-
versal common good, because she is for us the principle of every

5 Wisd. 7: 25-27. 57 Cant. 7: 4.
5 Cant. 6: 8 and Wisd. 7: 27. 58 Ps. 44: 14.
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spiritual good, it is not enough to love the Blessed Virgin as
one loves oneself, nor to love her as much as oneself. Just as it
is necessary to love Christ more than oneself, so too it is
necessary to love the Blessed Virgin more than oneself.

Each loves himself after God, more than his neighbor. One must
love others as oneself, hence one’s own self 1s so to speak the primary
exemplar of those one must love; oneself as participating in the-
divine glory and others as associated in this participation. I except
however, the Lord Christ, even as man, and the Blessed Virgin the
mother, because they take on the character for us of a principle
diffusive of grace and blessedness. Christ as man is the head
(caput) of glory, and the Blessed Virgin is the mother of this head,
and she is the neck through which grace descends from this head
down to us, and for this reason we should love them more than
ourselves,5®

When from another point of view, we consider the Blessed
Virgin as interior to the universe, we can compare her to the
intrinsic good of the universe, a good which consists in the form
which is none other than the order of its parts. This form is
comparable to the visage and the face. In this form consists
the highest dignity of pure creation, that is to say, that which
by God’s will is the most desired for itself and most perfectly
ordered to Him. Considered as a separate good of the universe,
the Blessed Virgin is more worthy than the order of the uni-
verse whose transcendental principle she is. On the other hand,
when we consider her as interior to the universe as a part, the
dignity of the universe is greater than that of the Blessed Virgin
considered, not absolutely, but formally insofar as she is a part,
a consideration which in her case is secondary.

Nevertheless, it should be noted that even under this aspect
she remains the intrinsic root of the dignity inherent in the
universe as a form and at the same time she has the greater
share in this dignity. The dignity of the whole depends ma-
terially upon the dignity of its parts and upon the relation
that these parts constitute with one another. But the excellence
of the inferior parts is contained in a more eminent way in the

5 John of St. Thomas, Curs. Theol., T. VII, q. 23, p. 403.
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superior parts than in the inferior parts themselves. The su-
perior parts are to the inferior parts as a form: the splendor
that the inferior parts derive from the subordination to the
superior is greater than that which they themselves have of
themselves absolutely. This derivated splendor is foremost in
the ordination of the parts to the whole. Considered from the
aspect of the parts, the excellence of the principal part is of the
nature of a form for all the subordinated parts. Consequently
the Blessed Virgin is, as a part, the form and the purely created
principal cause of the dignity which ordains them most proxi-
mately and most perfectly to the dignity of the whole. As the
prior and principal part, she draws all the other parts after her
towards the dignity of the whole. Draw me, we will run after
thee.®®

Among all the purely created parts of the universe, she
participates in a greater degree in the order of the universe, and
she is invested in a greater way with its splendor and variety.
Her splendor is that most comparable to that of the whole—
decora sicut Jerusalem,® she is surrounded with the variety
of all the other parts.®? She is that purely created part of the
universe thanks to which it can be indued with a great dignity.
A spring rose out of the earth, watering all the surface (the
face) of the earth.®® “ Face of the earth, that is to say, dignity
of the earth,” St. Augustine comments, * is a name very rightly
(rectissime) applied to the Virgin Mary, Mother of God, she
whom the Holy Spirit, who is called in the Gospel by the name
of fountain and water, waters so that out of the clay there
might be formed the man who is placed in the paradise to dress
and keep it, that is, in the will of the Father, in order to
accomplish it and keep it.” *

If she is already so beautiful and so worthy of praise as a
part of the universe besides that which is hid within,”® how
much more so she is as a separate principle and good. Under

0 Cant. 1: 3. °2 Ps. 44: 10.

%t Cant. 6: 8. °% Gen. 2: 6.

84 St. Augustine, De Genesi contra Manicheos, Lib. II, c. 24, T. III, col. 218.
% Cant. 4: 1, 3.
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this latter aspect she is absolutely anterior to her character as
part and a principle in relation to this character as a part.
Her position as a part is ordained to her position as a separate
principle. She is born within to be a separated principle, she
is born in the universe to become the mother of all things.
That which is without proceeds from that which is within, and
that which is within proceeds thence in order to proceed with-
out. As separate principle she is more within the universe than
when considered within as a part. There is thus established
a circular motion between her dignity as a separated principle
and her dignity as the noblest part of pure creation, a circular
motion which embraces the very order of the parts of the
universe. The order and dignity inherent in the universe are
thus all the more intimately linked to the separated principle
insofar as this principle is at the same time the principal
intrinsic part of the universe. This circular motion imitates in a
way the circular motion between the mmcarnate Wisdom and
the mother of this Wisdom, which in turn imitates more deeply
still the circular motion between the Father and the perfect
and consubstantial image of the Father: as it were a wheel in
the midst of a wheel.*®

The fact that her Son infinitely surpasses her in privileges
and dignity manifests again the sovereign dignity of the mother.
It is her Son, the fruit of her womb,* the word whom she has
drawn from her heart, who surpasses her infinitely.

We grant that her Son surpasses her in all privileges: but this,
far from diminishing the praise of the mother, exalts it in that she
has not only engendered a Son equal to her, but a Son infinitely
better than herself. Under this aspect the goodness of the mother
is rendered, in a sense, infinite. Each tree is known by its fruit:
hence, if the goodness of the fruit makes the tree good, the infinite
goodness of the fruit manifests an infinite goodness in the tree.®®

In his admirable commentary on the Sapiential Bogcks,
Cornelius a Lapide expresses in the most formal way the
primary reason for this appellation of Wisdom from the point

%8 Ezech. 1: 27. 7Tk, 1: 42. °% St. Albert, Mariale, q. 197, p. 287b.



THE WISDOM THAT IS MARY 17

of view of the end, which is the cause of the causes. How can
the Blessed Virgin be made to say the things which Wisdom
says of itself: I made that in the heavens there should rise light
that never faileth—I have poured out rivers? ® To this

I answer, first, that in the mystical sense these words should be
understood as follows: I made that in the heavens, that is, in the
Churches, Christ should be born, He who is the sun of justice;
I have made that in the Church there should rise the light of faith.
Furthermore, the Virgin, comparable to a sea of graces, pours
out her rivers upon the Church and the faithful. Secondly, accord-
ing to the literal sense, one should read: I have been the cause for
God to create the light, the heavens, the sea, the rivers and all the
universe. The creation of God is ordained, as to its end, to the
justification and glorification of the Saints, accomplished by Christ
through the Blessed Virgin; for the order of nature was created
and instituted for the order of grace. Thus, then, it is because the
Blessed Virgin was the mother of Christ that she subsequently
becomes the mediatrix of all the other graces instituted by Christ;
whence for the same reason, she was the final cause of the creation
of the universe. In effect, the end of the universe is Christ and his
mother and the saints, that is to say, this universe was created for
the Saints to enjoy grace and glory through the intermediary of
Christ and the Blessed Virgin. That is why the final cause of the
creation of the universe was the predestination of Christ, the
Blessed Virgin and the Saints. Although, Christ and the Blessed
Virgin are parts of the universe and consequently posterior to it in
the order of material causality, nevertheless they are anterior to
it in the order of final causality. There is thus a certain reciprocal
dependency between the creation of the universe and the birth of
Christ and the Blessed Virgin. God did not wish Christ and the
Blessed Virgin to be born except in this world; nor did He wish
that this universe exist without Christ and the Blessed Virgin, on
the contrary, it was for them that He created it. He wished that
the whole universe, no less than the order of grace, should be
referred and ordained to Christ and the Blessed Virgin as to its
complement and end, Christ and the Blessed Virgin are thus the
final cause of the creation of the universe at the same time they
are its formal, that is, exemplary cause, namely, the idea. In
effect, the order of grace in which Christ with the Blessed Virgin,
occupies the first place, is the idea and exemplar according to which

¢ Ecelus. 24: 6, 40.
2
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God created and disposed the order of mature and of all the
universe,’

If we are amazed at the supereminent beauty of this pure
creature, of this purely created Wisdom, is she not called
“ Mother most admirable,” that is Mother, principle, whose
cause is unfathomable. Mary, the most astounding of all mere
creatures, allows us, in a manner most proportioned to us, to
surmise the incomprehensibility of Wisdom which precedes all
things. Who hath searched out the wisdom of God that goeth
before all things? (Ecclus I: 8). To what purely created work
could she be compared? There was no such work made in any
kingdom.” Is she not so astounding that, according to St.
Bernard, even the princes of the celestial court are filled with
astonishment: Who is this that cometh up from the desert,
leaning wpon her beloved? "> Who is she that cometh forth as
the mormng rising, fair as the moon, bright as the sun, terrible
as an army set in array?

Crarres D. DEKoNinck

Université Laval,

Québec, Canada

% Cornelius 2 Lapide, In Ecclesiasticum, c. XXIV, vers. 1 ct. 2, T. IX, p. 618a.
7 3 Kings 10: 20.

%3 Cant. 8: 5.

% Cant. 6: 9.



A REPLY: THE DEMONSTRATION OF GOD’S
EXISTENCE

[ ]

“ She knoweth the subtilties of speeches, and the
solutions of arguments.” Wisdom, VIII, 8.

HAVE written this refutation of Mr. Adler’s essay on the
I Demonstration of God’s Existence* for three reasons. First,
to confirm those of the faithful who might well have been
dismayed by the thought that the teaching of St. Thomas, who is
eminent among the Doctors of the Church, was open to such
radical criticism as Mr. Adler has directed to it, and this in a
matter which is a necessary preamble to the very Faith itself.
Secondly, to correct Mr. Adler and any others who might be
obstructed in their quest of truth (which truth is the Living
Truth Who is Christ) by errors of natural reason concerning
the teaching of the Church, in so far as that teaching is acces-
sible to the natural light of reason. Thirdly, I have been moved
to write these pages out of a sense of filial gratitude and rever-
ence for St. Thomas, as well as for the other holy Doctors of
the Church, in the hope that what is written here might, in
some small measure, dispel the erroneous, but widespread,
notion that adherence to Catholic doctrine begets sterility of
thought. Whatever there is of truth, I have received from that
inexhaustible Spring: whatever there is of intellectual error,
and pride of spirit, is my own.

For prudence, as it is subordinated to the Faith, determines
the proper disposition to the truths which we have inherited
from men notable as much for their sanctity as for their learning
and intellectual powers. Just as we venerate not only the
Blessed Trinity of Persons in One Divine Nature, but also
Christ and His Blessed Mother, as well as their saints, so our

1 Pp. 188218 in both The Maritain Volume of The Thomist, New York: Sheed
& Ward, 1943, and TaE TrOoMistT, Vol. V (January, 1943).
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reverence for truth, as it comes from God Himself, is par-
ticipated in by our reverence for the teachings of the Doctors
of the Church, and even of those outside the Visible Church
whom tradition has established to be of sound doctrine. Ex-
perience, reason, and the admonitions of the Holy Ghost mani-
fest that such reverence, far from being opposed to intellectual
vitality, is the indispensable requirement for a truly healthy
intellectual condition. It appears otherwise only in contrast
with a ruthless pursuit of what is called reason, or when we
have failed in the difficult task of perpetuating and therefore
renovating tradition.

My only misgiving is mn the comnviction that what I have
written is entirely unworthy to be associated with the teaching
of St. Thomas. May he forgive me my presumption, for it was
expedient that this work should be done.

Mr. Adler’s article, excluding a short introduction and con-
clusion, is divided into two parts. In the first he intends to
prove that God’s existence cannot be demonstrated as He is a
first cause in the order of becoming (causa fiends). In the
second he considers the possibility of demonstrating the exist-
ence of God as a cause of being (causa essend:) . In the latter,
although he admits the possibility 1n this line of causality as
opposed to the order of becoming, he ends on a note of doubt
principally because of difficulties concernming the premises of
that demonstration (p. 209, III).

The first part is divided into three parts., In the first he
argues against the possibility of demonstration by any temporal
succession of causes, which he calls * series,” and this indetermi-
nately, i. e., not specified as causes per se or causes per accidens
(p. 197, #2) . In the second he argues against the possibility
of demonstration through a temporal succession ( series”) of
“ essentially diverse causes,” i. e., causes which are causes per se
of a given effect (p. 198, #3). In the third part he argues
against the possibility of demonstration through a simultaneous
plurality, i.e., “set” as opposed to “series” of “ essentially
diverse causes.”

For convenience of reference I have adopted the following
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system: Since the article is divided into three parts which are
numbered I, I, ITI, the first reference will be to the part of the
article, designated by the roman numeral; the second will indi-
cate the arabic numerals which Mr. Adler has used for the main
divisions of his outline, e. g., I, #2, indicates the second main
division in the second part of the article. This is followed by
the page reference, so that the complete reference will be: II,
#2, pp. 197, 198.

Mr. Adler—First Argument, II, #2, pp. 197, 198.

Any demonstration of God’s existence through a “series,”
i.e., a temporal succession of causes, presupposes the non-
eternity of the universe. But the latter cannot be known by
natural reason. Therefore no demonstration of God’s existence
through such a “ series ” of causes is possible.

The major is proved as follows: Any demonstrations of God’s
existence requires a finite number of causes. But if the uni-
verse were eternal, the number of causes in temporal succession
would be infinite. Therefore, etc. The minor is an admitted
truth of the tradition.?

Refutation—

St. Thomas never attemps to demonstrate the existence
of God through a temporal succession of causes. To the con-
trary, he says: “ But it is manifest that when something moves
because it is moved, the mover is moved simultaneously with
this moveable; as when the hand by its motion moves a stick,
the hand and the stick are moved simultaneously.” ®

Mr. Adler—Second Argument, II, #3, pp. 198, 199.

The existence of God cannot be demonstrated through any
“series” of causes which is not finite in number. But a “series”
of “essentially diverse causes ” is not necessarily finite in num-

2 II Contra Gentiles, cc. 81-38; In XII Met., 1. 5, #2497, 2498; In VIII Phys.,
1.18, #8, 1.2, #17; Summa Theol., I, q. 46, a. 2, corpus.
C eI VII Phys., 1. 1. Cf. in VII Phys., Il. 8 and 4, where it is demonstrated that
mover and moved are simultaneous in every species of motion.
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ber. Therefore the existence of God cannot be demonstrated
from such a “ series” of causes.

The major is evident from the nature of demonstration, and
besides it is an accepted truth of the tradition. The minor is
shown from examples: two sticks are used to move a stone;
the two sticks are not “ essentially diverse,” i.e., different in
kind, yet they are simultanecus and therefore finite in number.
The man trains the dog to carry a burden, which the dog carries
at a later time; these two causes, the man and the dog, are
essentially diverse, and yet they are in temporal succession,
and therefore could be infinite in number. Therefore “ essen-
tially diverse causes” are not necessarily finite in number.

Refutation—

1. St. Thomas does not demonstrate the existence of God
through any temporal succession of causes.

2. A temporal succession (“ series”) of causes per se of an
effect (“ essentially diverse causes™) is impossible. For, if
causes per se of an effect could be, as the author asserts here,
in a temporal relation, the existence of a first cause could be
demonstrated through a temporal succession of causes, and
the universe, contrary to Mr. Adler’s repeated assertion, could
be demonstrated to have had a begimning m time. For unless
a “ series ” of “ essentially diverse causes” (causes per se) has
a first cause, none of the other causes will be a cause, and it is
false to call them a series of causes, for none of them is a cause.
“Thus, therefore, if the moving causes proceeded to infinity,
there would be no first cause; but the first cause was the source
of all (the causes): therefore it would follow that all the causes
as a whole would be removed: for when the cause is taken
away, those things of which it is the cause are removed.”*
There must, then, be a first cause of such a “ series.”

But if it 1s said that this first cause is outside the temporal
order, but the number of such causes in the temporal order is
infinite, thus again, there will be no first cause of the whole

*In II Met, 1. 8.



A REPLY: THE DEMONSTRATION OF GOD’S EXISTENCE 23

“ series,” and they will not be causes. For, since it is held that
these causes are infinite, there will not be a cause among them
which can itself be caused by a cause outside the temporal
succession. For whichever one is acted upon by the extra-
temporal cause must be a determinate cause, and therefore it
will be separated from the ultimate effect by a finite number
of steps. It will therefore be in fact the first cause in the tem-
poral order, and the remaining “ causes ” after it will be causes
in no way. Therefore it is necessary that a “ series of essen-
tially diverse causes ” should have a first cause in the order of
time. Now the absolutely first eflicient cause per se in the
temporal order could not be caused by anything else in the
temporal order, since, in that case, it would not be absolutely
first in that order. Either, then, it is itself uncaused, or it is
caused by higher causes which are not in the temporal order,
for it is absolutely first, it has no efficient cause, not only
no efficient cause which is before it in time, but no efficient
cause which is before it in any way.

But if it has no efficient cause in any way, it must have its
being of itself, which is impossible; for the first cause per se
in temporal order must be a body. Otherwise it would not be
in time at all, except per accidens, as a soul is in time because
it informs a body: but in this way it would not be a first cause
per se in the order of time.

But it is impossible for one body to be the cause of itself:
for this would require that it should be both mover and moved
at the same time, and this in one respect, in respect of the thing
caused. Therefore no eflicient cause per se which is first in the
order of time can be the cause of itself; consequently it must
have its being from a cause which is outside the temporal order.

Now either all the things in the universe were produced in
this way, i.e., the whole creature, and therefore the universe
would have had a beginning in time, or they were not all pro-
duced in this way. If they were not, the other things in the
universe would have no cause which was first in the temporal
order. Therefore they could always have been. Let it be sup-
posed, then, that they always were, for if they were not, again
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the whole universe had a beginning m time. This body, then,
which is a first cause in the order of time, could have been pro-
duced by the bodies which existed before it, since these always
were. But the cause of both, 1. e., the eternally existing bodies,
and the body which was first in the order of time relative to
the things produced by it, must be some intelligence, since both
require a cause which is outside the material order. This was
shown for a cause which would be first In the temporal order,
and it is easily shown for eternally existing bodies, as follows:
Such bodies or causes could not be caused by a first cause
m the corporeal order, inasmuch as, by the hypothesis, there
is no such first cause in the temporal order; otherwise they
would not be eternal. Therefore they must have their first
efficient cause outside the material order, and such a cause
maust be an intelligence, as is evident from the nature of intel-
lect, i. e., that it is immaterial per se. But it would be vain
to produce a body to be a first cause in the order of time when
it could have been produced by bedies already existing. An
intellect, however, does not act in vain. Therefore all bodies
would have had a beginning in time, if one did. From this it
is seen that the whole universe could be demonstrated to have
had a beginning in time, if there could be an efficient cause per se
which is first in the order of time. But Mr. Adler holds that it is
impossible to demonstrate this. Therefore, neither could there
be a single cause per se which is first in the order of time.

8. In this argument Mr. Adler attempts to prove that the
existence of God cannot be demonstrated through a * series,”
1. e., a temporal succession of “ essentially diverse causes.” But
the first argument, according to his intention, eliminated the
possibility of demonstrating the existence of God through any
temporal succession of causes, 1. e., “ series.” Therefore it is a
violation of the method of demonstration to prove this again
for a “ series ” of “ essentially diverse causes.” For this is like
demonstrating first that triangle as triangle has angles equal
to two right angles, and then demonstrating it for isosceles;
and such demonstration is defective since the end of demon-
stration is to know the cause; but the cause is in what 1s com-
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mensurately universal with the effect, e. g., triangle and angles
equal to two right angles, not isosceles and equal to two right
angles, “ series ” of causes and the impossibility of demonstrat-
ing God’s existence, not “series” of ‘“essentially diverse
causes ” and that impossibility.

If it is argued that this objection is valid only in the demon-
strative order, whereas in the dialectical order there may be
many arguments proving the same conclusion, and that Mr.
Adler’s arguments are dialetical; we admit the major, but deny
the minor. For St. Thomas’s arguments are intended to be
demonstrations. This is manifest from the fact that the first
three ways end with the assertion of the consequent necessity
of positing God to be, as well as from the following: “ Since
nature operates for a determinate end from the direction of a
superior agent, it is necessary that those things which are done
by nature should be reduced to God as to a first cause.” ®* Now
the conclusion may not be stated to be necessary unless the
argument is demonstrative. The demonstrative intention is,
besides, apparent in the last book of the Physics and the Meta-
physics, and in many other places. But it would be again a
defect in method to overthrow demonstrative arguments by
dialetical ones. Further, Mr. Adler states his demonstrative
intention in this article: “ The analysis to follow does, I think,
determine the answer which must be given” (I, p. 193). And
again: “ Our analysis so far has eliminated two possibilities
of demonstrating the existence of God as a cause required for
effects known to exist ” (II, #5, p. 200).

But it may be argued that St. Thomas’s proofs are merely
dialectical, inasmuch as he proves the same thing in five ways.
Thus the present author says: “If there can be only one log-
ically adequate demonstration of any proposition that is estab-
lished with certitude—which seems to be St. Thomas’s opinion
on the matter—then we must ask whether the five arguments
stated by St. Thomas are five ways of stating the same argu-
ment, or whether one of these is the valid proof and the others
not, or whether none of these as written is strictly a demon-

5 Summa Theol., I, q. 2, a. 3, ad 2, italics mine.
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stration but only an indication of where a demonstration might
lie” (I, p. 1938).

To this we answer that the five proofs of St. Thomas are not
five proofs of the same conclusion formally, but only materially.
For the first proof demonstrates the necessity of a first mover,
the second demonstrates the necessity of a first efficient cause,
the third demonstrates the necessity of a necessary being, the
fourth demonstrates the necessity of a perfect being, the fifth
demonstrates the necessity of a ruler of the universe. It hap-
pens that God is each of these, or, in the proofs, that we under-
stand God by each of these terms which stand in the place of
the definition. In this respect the demonstrations are imper-
fect, i.e., as not proceeding from the formal definition, and,
for this same reason, more than one demonstration is possible,
according to the number of things that stand in place of the
definition and can be known from known effects. But this in
no way affects the necessity of the conclusion that God exists,
since it 1s known with necessity that only God could be a prime
mover, first efficient cause, ete. Thus the imperfection in this
mode of demonstration does not reduce it to dialectical proof.

And this explains the passage from St. Thomas which the
present author adduces: “In speculative things the medium
of demonstration which perfectly demonstrates the conclusion,
is one only.” ¢ For the demonstration of God’s existence is not
perfect demonstration. But it in no way follows that a proof
which is not a perfect demonstration is only dialectical, as we
have explained. St. Thomas, it is true, opposes perfect dem-
onstration to probable proof in the cited passage adduced by
Mr. Adler. But he adds: “And similarly in operative things,
when that which is for an end adequates, if T may use the ex-
pression, the end, there is only required one medium of dem-
onstration. But the creature is not so related to the end which
1s God; whence it was necessary for creatures to be multiplied >
(loc. cit., italics mine) . From this it is seen how the multiplicity
of the creature founds the possibility of more than one demon-

¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 47, 2. 1, ad 8.
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stration of God’s existence, and at the same time how each
demonstration is imperfect without affecting the necessity of
the conclusion.

4. “ Essentially diverse causes,” i. e., causes which are in a
per se line of causality with respect to a given effect, contrary
to the assumption of Mr. Adler’s second argument, must be
simultaneous, and for that reason, and this precisely as causes
and causing. The cause per se of an effect is that which pro-
duces the effect in virtue of its proper nature, and not in virtue
of something which it has received and which it may or may not
have, its nature remaining the same. “The cause of the statue
per accidens is indeed Polycletus, but per se the cause of the
statue is making the statue (faciens statuam): for Polycletus
is the cause of the statue in so far as it happens to him (accidit
ei) to be making the statue.”” For it is making the statue
which of itself produces the statue, not Polycletus as that in
virtue of which the statue is made, but only as a subject. Like-
wise the stick which is moving is the cause per accidens of the
motion of the stone when it is moved by the stick, because it
is the motion of the stick which moves the stone. But this is
only because the stick happens to be moved. For just as making
the statue is the cause per se of the statue being made, so
motion is the cause per se of a thing being moved. But motion
does not subsist in itself; therefore, as a subsisting agent, that
is a cause per se which has the act by which it causes in virtue of
its own nature, as e. g., the hand moves of itself as a living thing,
not in virtue of being moved by something outside itself, and
therefore the motion of the hand is a cause per se of the motion
of the stick. But the virtue which the hand has of moving
itself, granted it has this in virtue of its nature, is something
which it received from a higher principle, i. e., the soul. There-
fore the soul is a cause per se of the motion of the stick by the
hand. Again the virtue of the soul to move the body is some-
thing it has by its proper nature; nevertheless it does not have
this of itself as from an ultimate principle, for it does not have
its being of itself.

7 In 1I Phys., 1. 6, n. 4.
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Further, that is a cause of a thing’s being which acts as an
agent; and since what comes to be receives its act from the
agent, it must be moved simultaneously with the agent, and
this is necessary whether the mover causes the motion per se
or per accidens, as the motion of the hand is the cause per se
of the motion of the stick, and is moved simultaneously with
the stick; or if the stick moves a stone, the stick is a cause
per accidens of the motion of the stone, yet it too is moved
simultaneously with the stone. For this reason, i. e., that action
and passion are simultaneous, it is impossible that causes in
temporal succession should be causes of one effect. For example,
if water is first heated, it is used later to heat a bed, then
again later the bed is used to heat a body. But the temporal
succession is brought about by the duration of the effect which
subsequently acts as a cause 1 another motion.

Now although it is not necessary for causes per accidens to
be in temporal succession, inasmuch as all the causes of a single
motion must be simultanecus, as we have explained, neverthe-
less this is necessary, that causes which are in temporal suc-
cession should be causes per accidens, which can be seen in the
following way: By temporal succession, that which first receives
the heat now heats. Evidently, therefore, it does not heat per
se, that is, In virtue of itself, but in virtue of what it has
received. But this is, by definition, what it is to be a cause per
accidens. Therefore, it is impossible for causes per se, what
Mr. Adler calls “ essentially diverse causes,” to be in temporal
succession, upon which assumption the whole of his present
argument 1s founded. For if it is impossible for causes per se
to be in temporal succession, it is futile to attempt to prove
that the existence of God could not be demonstrated from such
a succession of causes. For such a succession of causes could
not exist.

Hence it is entirely irrelevant to the demonstration of God’s
existence whether the universe be eternal or not. For, on the
former hypothesis, the infinite succession of causes would be
causes per accidens, as it has been explained; but at any
moment the causes per se of any change would be necessarily
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finite, and this, not because they are simultaneous, as Mr. Adler
asserts, but for the following reason: Whatever the causes may
be of a single effect, whether per se or per accidens, e. g., the
movement of a stone by several sticks, the first of which is
moved by a hand, the causes per accidens must themselves be
caused by a cause per se, and this is necessary from the nature of
cause per accidens. For a cause per accidens causes the effect not
in virtue of itself but in virtue of something which it has received.
The motion of the hand, in turn, must be caused by another
cause per se. But there must be a first cause in this order:
otherwise the effect would have no cause, since the intermediary
causes are only causes in so far as they are caused. Con-
sequently, the number of causes must be finite, not because
they are simultaneous, and not even because they are all causes
per se, but because they are reducible to causes which are causes
per se and therefore necessary to the effect by definition. But
the number of accidental causes in a single motion cannot be
infinite since they must receive their effect from a cause per se;
but if the causes per accidens were infinite in number, there
would be no first one to receive its act from the proximate
per se cause, and consequently the so-called causes per accidens
would not be causes at all.

The principle of simultaneity of causes, therefore, is the
singleness of the motion or effect, which causes are ultimately
reduced to causes per se of that effect, which must be finite in
number as necessary to that effect and to the intermediary
causes, since a first is essential to the causality of the inter-
mediary causes. Corresponding to this, an infinite number of
causes has its principle in this, that there must be a succession
of motions or effects, since the infinite number of causes requires
a temporal succession of causes (on the assumption that an
actual infinite cannot exist which is only absolutely certain for
the corporeal order). A succession of effects is necessary be-
cause the causes of a single motion must be simultaneous.
But to be in temporal succession, the causes must be causes
per accidens, as has been shown. Thus, as the principle of a
finite number of causes is, ultimately, causality per se, the
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principle of an infinite number of causes, i. €., the principle of
its possibility, is causality per accidens. “But in causes which
do not act simultaneously, this (infinitude of causes) is not im-
possible, following those who posit perpetual generation. But
this infinitude befalls (accidit) causes: for it is accidental to
the father of Sortes that he is or is not himself the son of
someone else. But it is not accidental to the stick, in so far
as it moves the stone, that it is moved by the hand: for it moves
in so far as it is moved.” ®

The true doctrine in this matter, as well as the indubitability
of St. Thomas’s teaching, is manifest in the following passage:

It is impossible in efficient causes per se to proceed to an infinite:
as if, for example, the causes which are per se required for some
effect should be multiplied in infinitum; as if the stone should be
moved by the stick, the stick by the hand, and so on in infinitum.
But it is not reputed impossible to proceed in infinitum in agent
causes per accidens; as if, for example, all the causes which would
be multiplied in infinitum would only have the order of one cause,
but their multiplication would be per accidens; as the artisan
operates with many hammers per accidens, because one is broken
after the other. Therefore it happens to this hammer that it acts
after the action of another hammer. And similarly it happens to
this man insofar as he generates, that he should have been generated
by another man. For he generates insofar as he is man (inquantum
homo) and not imsofar as he is the son of ancther man. For all
men generating have one grade in efficient causes; namely the grade
of particular generator. Whence it is not impossible that man
should be generated by man in infinitum. But it would be im-

811 Con. Gent., c. 38, ad 5, italics mine. In respect of the motion of the stone,
i.e., of the effect, the motion of the stick is not accidental, but in respect of the
nature of the stick, it is accidental, for the motion befalls the stick. Cf, the above.
On the part of the effect, that is a cause per se without which the effect would not
be produced, as the stone would not be moved unless the stick, as it was moved,
moved it. But on the part of the cause, that is a cause per se, in virtue of whose
nature the effect proceeds, and in this sense the stick is not a cause per se.
Again, the cause per se, as it is a created cause, must be reduced from potency
to act by a higher cause, either in the order of nature, or operation, and this is
the ratio for demonstration through metion, and through efficient cause respectively,
consequently the term, cause per se, must be understood analogically: for all the
causes per se, except the first cause, cause in virtue of an act received.
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possible if the generation of this man depended on this man, and
on the elementary body, and on the sun, and so on in infinitum.?

5. The act of training the dog is not a cause per se of the
subsequent carrying the burden; but the habit of being trained
is a cause per se of this operation; as the generation of the
father is not a cause per se of the generation of the son, but
man is the cause of the generation of the son, since to be a man
is per se required to generate a son, as having a habit is per se
required to perform an operation proceeding from such a habit.
Two things cause per se: being in act; and the cause of what
acts being in act, in the respect in which it acts, when it acts.
But what caused the coming to be of the thing which acts, causes
per accidens. Unless the same thing is at once the cause of a
thing’s being in act and having come to be, e. g., the sun is the
cause both of the generation of a man and his act of generating
another. But the act of training the dog is per se the cause
of the dog’s being trained, since it is per se required for someone
to be training the dog when it is being trained. And these are
simultaneous. Likewise in every motion, for motion is one with
action and passion, and action and passion must be simultaneous.
In the order of particular causes, it is true, this dog is able to
carry the burden in virtue of having been trained previously,
just as this man is able to generate in virtue of having been
generated himself. But to be trained does not per se require
to have come to be trained, just as to be a man does not per
se require to have come to be a man. Thus it is evident that
the cause per se, and the effect, must be simultaneous. There-
fore it is impossible, as Mr. Adler supposes, for there to be a
“ series,” 1. e., a temporal succession of causes per se of one
effect, “ essentially diverse causes.”

Hence Mr. Adler’s example supporting the minor does not
exemplify; for the cause as causing, i. e., the man training the
dog, is simultaneous with its effect; i. e., the dog being trained.

My, Adler—Third Argument, II, #6, b, pp. 201, 202.
The existence of God cannot be demonstrated by a set of

® Summa Theol., I, q. 46, a. 2, ad 7.
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causes which are the cause of an effect which is not proper to
a single ultimate cause. But “a set of essentially diverse
causes ” (causes which are simultaneous and in a per se line
of causality with respect to a given effect) is comstituted of
causes of an effect (becoming) which is not proper to a single
ultimate cause. Therefore the existence of God cannot be
demonstrated by “ a set of essentially diverse causes.”

The major is known from the nature of demonstration a
posteriort. The minor is proved as follows: Becoming is the
effect of physical causes (instrumental) and, hypothetically,
of God (principal cause), each of which is a total cause of the
effect according to St. Thomas.*® Therefore there is not one
ultimate cause, but two, at least in possibility, the ultimate
instrumental cause, and the principal cause which would be

God.

Refutation—

As is evident, the only difficulty can be with the minor of
this argument which, in Mr. Adler’s statement, rests chiefly
on the authority of St. Thomas, who ascribes the totality of the
cause both to the instrumental and to the principal cause.
Arguing dialectically first, then, since the adduced proof is from
authority, it should be said that if this were indeed St. Thomas’s
teaching, he would have had to be either stupid or maliciously
dishonest, inasmuch as he would have failed either intellectually
in respect of an elementary inference, that God’s existence could
not be demonstrated from physical effects, or, seeing this, he
would have adduced sophistic reasoning to save a truth of the
Faith. Now since neither of these conclusions is tenable, it
follows that Mr. Adler’s interpretation is not according to the
authority of St. Thomas.

But indeed neither the fact nor the teaching of St. Thomas
accords with Mr. Adler’s interpretation. For the instrumental
cause and the principal cause are not independent lines of
causality, as St. Thomas manifests in many places, but the
instrumental is subordinated to the principal cause, as the term,

W 11T Con. Gent., ¢. 70.
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instrument, is intended to show. The instrumental cause is a
total cause in the sense that from it, proximately, the whole
effect proceeds, as the movement_of the pencil may be said to
be the total cause of the writing which is produced by that
movement. But the pencil, since it is only an instrument, must
itself be moved:

For in any agent there are two things to consider, namely, the
thing itself which acts, and the virtue by which it acts: as fire heats
through heat. But the virtue of an inferior agent depends on the
virtue of the superior agent, in so far as the superior agent gives
this virtue to the inferior agent through which it acts; or con-
serves it, or even applies it to action, as the artisan applies the
instrument to its proper effect; to which he does not give the form
through which the instrument acts, nor does he conserve it, but
only gives it motion. It is necessary, therefore, that the action of
an inferior agent should be not only from it through its proper
virtue, but through the virtue of all the superior agents: for it acts
in virtue of all of them. And just as the lowest agent is found to be
active without any intermediary, so the virtue of the first agent
is found to be without any intermediary with respect to producing
the effect: for the virtue of the lowest agent does not have the
virtue to produce this effect of itself, but from the virtue of the
proximate superior; and thus the virtue of that (superior) has
it from the virtue of (its) superior; and thus the virtue of the
supreme agent is found to be productive of the effect of itself,
as if immediate; as appears in the principles of demonstration, of
which the first is immediate. Therefore, just as there is no difficulty
in this, that one action should be produced (both) by some agent
and its virtue, so there is no difficulty in this, that the same effect
is produced by the inferior agent and by God: by both immediately,
although by each in a different way.**

The author’s difficulty here is twofold: in the first place he
fails to understand the analogy of causality, through which
causes are not ultimate until we arrive at what is first without
qualification; secondly, through a rationalistic proclivity to
ontologize every distinction, he fails to see how a thing can be
formally many (according to the relations which things have to
it) and in itself one, as there is no contradiction in this, that

32 71T Con. Gent., c. 70.
3
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God is the first causa movens and causa efficiens in the order of
becoming, as well as the first cause in the order of being (causa
essendi) . In this, as in other places, he applies too readily the
law of excluded middle.

Mr. Adler—Fourth Argument, II, #9, pp. 206-209, and IIL,
pp. 209-216.

This argument is divided into three parts. In the first Mr.
Adler intends to show that there is a single remaining possible
way to demonstrate God’s existence (II, #9), having elimi-
nated, in his view; the traditional ways; in the second he states
what he thinks is the only possible demonstration (III, pp.
209, 210). In the third part he raises difficulties and doubts
concerning this proposed demonstration (III, pp. 210-216).
For the sake of clarity we shall follow each of these parts with
its refutation.

Mr. Adler—Fourth Argument, first part, IT, #9.

The existence of God can be demonstrated from a known
effect which is the proper effect of God. But preservation in
being 1s a known effect which 1s the proper effect of God. There-
fore, ete.

The major is evident. The minor is established by the
authority of St. Thomas.

Refutation—

The whole difficulty, evidently, lies in the minor of the
argument. The refutations, consequently, are all directed to
this premise.

1. No demonstration should rest formally on a premise
accepted from authority; and Mr. Adler neither demonstrates
the necessity of the proposition that preservation in being is
the proper effect of God, nor does he manifest or even assert
that it is self-evident.

2. The authority of St. Thomas can have little weight with
Mr. Adler inasmuch as he has dismissed all the ways by which
that authority claims to have demonstrated the existence of
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God, as well as many of his conclusions in other matters, e. g.,
in politics, in law, in logic; so that the dialectical weight of his
authority must be negligible for the present author. In fact,
in the very act of determining the basic teaching of St. Thomas,
Mr. Adler accuses him of contradicting himself: “ The contra-
diction could be easily resolved, were it merely apparent and
due to verbal ambiguity ” (II, #9, ¢, p. 207). Yet he goes
on to say: “Since the contradiction is not apparent, but real,
we must resolve it by making a choice between conflicting
texts.” Now this procedure is altogether unintelligible; for,
if St. Thomas is so untrustworthy as he appears to be to Mr.
Adler, how could a demonstration be founded on what is at
best a probable determination of his more fundamental
teaching?

3. There is no authority whatsoever in St. Thomas for the
proposition that God is the unique cause of conservation of
being. The one citation which Mr. Adler gives for this opinion
(Summa Theol., 1, q. 65, a. 9, ad 1) is, unfortunately, incorrect;
there are only four articles in question 65 of the first part.

Now the teaching of St. Thomas is manifest in the other
passages cited by Mr. Adler. Thus, St. Thomas says that what
is proper to God in relation to the creature is not to sustain
in being but to be the cause of being absolutely, i. e., uni-
versally: “ But that which is properly the effect of God creating,
is that which is presupposed relative to all the other (causes),
namely, being absolutely. Whence nothing else can operate dis-
positively and instrumentally to this effect; since creation is
not from something presupposed which could be disposed
through the action of the instrumental agent. Thus, therefore,
it is impossible that it should convene to some creature to
create; neither by its proper virtue, nor instrumentally or by
ministering.” *?

In this it is seen that, in St. Thomas’s doctrine, it is proper
to God to cause being in its universality. And this may be seen
again: “ For being itself is the most common (communissimus)

12 Sumina Theol., I, q. 45, a. 5, corpus,
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first effect and more intimate than all the other effects: and
therefore it belongs to God alone according to the proper virtue
of such an effect.” ** But lest it be thought that conservation
could also be the proper effect of God, it should be said that
conservation is the proper effect of God not as such, but as it is
the continuation of creation: “ It should be said that the con-
servation of things by God is not by any new action, but by
the continuation of the action which gives being; which action
indeed is without motion and without time.”** But if it is
argued that this is the only conservation of being in St.
Thomas’s teaching, we may adduce this passage from many to
show that he taught that there are secondary causes of the
preservation of being:

And therefore, principally indeed, the first cause is conservative of
the effect; but secondarily all the mediate causes; and in proportion
more so as a cause is higher and more proximate to the first cause.
Whence the conservation and preservation of things is attributed to
the superior causes also concerning corporeal things.!s

It is clear, therefore, that, in the teaching of St. Thomas, the
conservation of things is proper to God only in respect of the
conservation of immaterial things. But immaterial things, qua
immaterial, are not contingent but necessary, i. e., considered
naturally they cannot not be. Therefore, in order to know that
they are sustained in being, we should have to know that they
could not sustain themselves in being, i. e., the mere fact that
such things exist does not imply that God exists; but when God
is known to exist, it becomes manifest that even such beings
depend on God for their existence. Consequently, although in
fact the existence of such things is preserved by God, we do not
know this from the knowledge that such things exist, but only
when we understand that the existence of such beings is re-
ceived, through the analogy of potency and act in the order of
efficient cause, which is in fact St. Thomas’s second way of
demonstrating the existence of God. For, as the above cita-

13 De Pot., q. 3, 2. 7, corpus.
1¢ Summa Theol., I, q. 104, a. 1, ad 4.
3 Symma Theol., I, q. 104, a. 2, corpus.
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tion " makes clear, there is no distinction on the part of God
between the efficient cause of a thing in the order of production
and in the order of conservation, and this not even by a dis-
tinction of reason cum fundamento in re with respect to the
production of immaterial things, since these are necessarily
created, not generated.

Mr. Adler, consequently, cannot intend by the “unique
effect” the existence of immaterial things, for, as such, his
proposed demonstration would be at best nothing more than
an almost unintelligible version of St. Thomas’s second way;
whereas he has dismissed that way as untenable. Further this
is clear from the minor of the final demonstration he proposes:
“Minor: Corporeal substances do exist.” From this it is
evident that the unique effect of God is not, in his intention,
the preservation of the being of incorporeal substances, but of
corporeal substances. And it is precisely this effect, the pre-
servation of corporeal substances, which is not the unique effect
of God in St. Thomas’s teaching.

The root of Mr. Adler’s difficulty with St. Thomas in this
question, and the reason why St. Thomas, in his view, appears
to contradict in one place what he says in another, may now be
manifested. For Mr. Adler, evidently, has again applied the
law of excluded middle in an unecritical fashion. Indeed, if we
start with this disjunction: either God is the unique cause of
conservation, or the creature, as well as God, conserves the being
of things, what Mr. Adler has concluded would follow. For at
one time St. Thomas is explaining the dependence of all things
for their being on God, 1. e., as God is the principal and uni-
versal cause of the being of things inasmuch as His nature is
to be and His alone; at another time he is explaining how lower
causes cooperate in the conservation of corporeal things, when
those causes are universal with respect to the effects, and
therefore equivocal causes:

But sometimes the effect is not apt to receive the impression of
the agent according to the same ratio which it has in the agent, as

18 Summa Theol., I, q. 104, a. 1, ad 4.
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appears in all agents which do not produce something similar
according to species; as the celestial bodies are the cause of the
generation of inferior bedies dissimilar according o species: and
such an agent can be the cause of the form according to the ratio
of such a form, and not only according as it is acquired in this
matter; and therefore it is the cause not only of the becoming
(fiendz) , but of the being (essendi) X7

Relative to the absolute disjunction postulated, this would
appear to contradict the statement that God is the universal
cause of the conservation of being. But when the proper quali-
fications are made, 1. e., that God is the unique cause of con-
servation as the universal and principal cause, but the creature
is also a cause of conservation in so far as it too is universal in
respect of a more particular effect, the contradiction is seen
to be only apparent. But to resolve this contradiction the
causes must be seen analogically, according as causes in their
universality approach the universality of God’s causality, and
not univocally as Mr. Adler has regarded them.

From this we may see, too, why a demonstration of God’s
existence as the cause of being seemed feasible to Mr. Adler
where the other demonstrations seemed to fail of their end.
For it seemed as if only in the order of being was God a unique
cause: this intention is evident from the following where he is
preparing the way for “the one possible demonstration ™

Furthermore, in creation there are no intermediary causes, no
secondary principal and no instrumental causes. Hence, to say
that being is the proper effect of God means that God is the unique
and exclusive cause of being, as He is the sole creative cause. If
these things be so, then it should be possible to prove God’s
existence as the cause of the being of whatever needs to have its
being caused, for here we are dealing with an effect which can have
only one cause. Hence we should not be involved in all the prob-
lems about finite and infinite series, primary and secondary, prin-
cipal and instrumental causes, which arise whenever a plurality of
causes is possible (I, #7, ¢, d).

But, both in the order of becoming and in the order of being,
Geod is not a unique cause, in the sense that He is the only cause,

27 Symma Theol., I, q. 104, a. 1, corpus, italics mine.
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cause being taken indeterminately as something common.
Rather His uniqueness is as a principal cause, i. e., as a first
cause; and this problem, i. e., the problem of analogy, is no
more obviated in the order of being than it is in the order of
becoming. The principal cause of Mr. Adler’s error, then, is his
insistence on a univocally distinct causality on the part of God,
e. g., a sense In which God is a cause as man is risible, whereas
in fact, because the creature participates in and imitates the
Divine causality, no such distinction can be found: the
causality of God is necessarily analogically common with the
causality of the creature. But causality is proper to God as it is
absolutely principal and most universal. Indeed, Mr. Adler’s
procedure presupposes this theological impossibility, that God
should create a creature that should not imitate its Creator.

In the second part of this argument Mr. Adler presents what
he considers the only possible demonstration of God’s existence.
It is evident from what has been said in the refutation of the
first part of his argument why the existence of God cannot
be demonstrated in the way he intends, namely, because God is
not a unique cause in the order of being, as this demonstration
presupposes. Further, inasmuch as he himself finds this demon-
stration dubious, it is difficult to conceive in what a refutation
of it would consist. Proceeding formally, we shall assume a
positive intention, 1. e., that Mr. Adler’s intention is that what
he presents as a demonstration is probably a demonstration.
But probability is opposed to impossibility. Therefore the
refutation will consist in showing that it is empossible to de-
monstrate the existence of God in the way Mr. Adler proposes.
From this it will follow that, contrary to the declaration of faith
in the demonstrability of God’s existence, it cannot be demon-
strated in any of the ways indicated by Mr. Adler; and since
these are exhaustive of all possible ways, in his view, the
existence of God is altogether indemonstrable according to his
position.

As we have said, this has been shown already; for the whole
demonstration depends, as the author admits, on the proposi-
tion that God is the unique cause of the preservation of being
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in things, and this has been shown to be false, both according
to St. Thomas’s teaching and demonstratively. But for the
sake of completeness we shall adduce the supposed demonstra-
tion, refuting it, as we said, by manifesting further its
1mpossibility.

Mr. Adler—Fourth Argument, second part, ITI, pp. 209, 210.

Mr. Adler states this argument in two ways. The first way
is as follows:

If anything exists whose continuation in existence requires
the operation of an efficient cause at this very moment, then
a being exists whose existence is uncaused. But corporeal sub-
stances do exist. Therefore, etc.

In its second form, which, in Mr. Adler’s opinion, is equiv-
alent to the first, the argument reads:

The existence of a contingent being implies the existence of a
necessary being. But a contingent being exists. Therefore, etc.

The minor of both forms is evident from experience, and is
universally admitted. The major is supported by the previous
proof (part one of the fourth argument) wherein Mr. Adler
attempted to establish that God was the unique cause of pre-
servation in being of other things.

Refutation—

1. The major presupposes the truth of the proposition that
God is the unique ,cause of the preservation of things. But
this has been demonstrated to be false (refutation of first part
of Mr. Adler’s fourth argument). Therefore the major is false,
and the demonstration is impossible.

2. Again, against the major: no proposition of the form, A
implies B, or if A then B, when A and B are in the real order,
can be self-evident formally. This follows from the nature of
a self-evident proposition; for a proposition is self-evident when
there 1s no middle term mnecessary or possible to manifest the
material identity of subject and predicate. But mn a proposition
of logical form, such as the major of the above proof, the illation
being logical, a self-evident proposition would require the sub-
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ject and predicate to be in the logical order; as it is self-evident
that the differentia is predicable of the species which it dif-
ferentiates. But when A and B are in the real order, as in the
present case, the proposition cannot be self-evident formally,
inasmuch as it would have to be shown, and understood, that
the real being fell under the logical formality required by the
logical nature of the proposition; and this would require a
middle term; as risible implies rational because risible is a
property of rational, and the property necessarily implies the
subject of which it is the property; and likewise for the differ-
entia or any predicable necessarily predicated of a subject.

If the major in Mr. Adler’s supposed demonstration, then, is
true and materially self-evident, as he must think possible (for
otherwise it would be meaningless to suggest it as a demonstra-
tion), it is not in virtue of the logical relation, but because
of the real material identity of the terms, 1. e., that the very
notion of contingent existence contains the idea of dependence
in being on an existent which is absolutely necessary. But
this is patently false in respect to the human idea of contingency
as such; otherwise God would enter into the definition of every
created thing, which is not only contrary to the authority of
St. Thomas, and known to be false from experience, but is
contrary to reason. For this would imply that that which is
furthest removed from the sensible order is known first by
abstraction from sense; or again, that that which is most intel-
ligible in itself is most intelligible to us. But in fact, just as the
existence of God is self-evident in that Knowledge of God which
is God’s and is God, but not in our knowledge of what we mean
by the term, God (before we know that He exists) , so, in God’s
knowledge of contingent things, contingent things depend for
their being on the necessary Being which is God; but this cannot
be known in our knowledge of contingent being as such.

The major of Mr. Adler’s intended demonstration, therefore,
cannot be self-evident; for self-evidence is understood according
to the objective relation between the terms of a proposition as
they are known according to their proper formality, and the
immediate relation between “contingent” and “dependence on a
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necessary being ” is not verified for these terms as they are adequ-
ately and formally known to us. Nevertheless, in fact there is a
necessary connection between these terms, inasmuch as God
necessarily exists and everything else necessarily depends on
Him for its existence. But this necessity is in fact, and is known
as a conclusion, not as a principle of demonstration, 1. e., when
God 1s known to exist, it 1s known that everything else depends
on Him for existence.

3. Again, against the major, if contingent being implied a
necessary being who is God, far from having to demonstrate the
existence of God, that would be self-evident; but it would be
necessary to demonstrate the existence of everything else, i. e.,
contingent beings.

Mr. Adler—Fourth Argument, third part, III, #3, pp. 212-216.

In the third and last part of the fourth argument Mr. Adler
raises doubts concerning the demonstration he has proposed
and which he considers the only possible one. This section is
divided into two parts, in the first of which he raises doubts
concerning the major premise of the demonstration; in the sec-
ond, assuming that the major is either self-evident or demon-
strable, he questions whether the necessary being demonstrated
to exist is God. He attacks the self-evidence of his major in two
ways: first by showing the difficulties attending the manifesta-
tion of the immediate relation between the terms; second by
showing the difficulties which arise when one attempts to prove
its self-evidence by proving that it can only be argued through
reductio ad absurdum, taking this as a property of a self-evident
proposition. In the second part he raises doubts concerning
the nature of the being whose existence is hypothetically
assumed to be demonstrated, namely, that if it is God, it must
be known to be one only, and to have no composition of potency
and act, no composition of matter and form, no composition
of subject and accident.

Refutation—

Inasmuch as Mr. Adler’s proposed demonstration has been
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shown to be impossible, it will not be necessary to defend it
against the doubts which its author raises against it. However,
for the purpose of clarifying the question generally, it may
prove useful to manifest a few of the more important errors in
this section. To facilitate following this part of the argument,
we shall order the doubts Mr. Adler raises concerning his
demonstration in outline form:

I. TIs the major of the demonstration self-evident?

a. Do the terms manifest their immediate relation?

b. Does the method of proving the self-evidence by prov-
ing that it can only be argued through reductio ad
absurdum, defend its self-evidence?

II. Assuming the major to be self-evident or demonstrable,
does the demonstration demonstrate the existence of God, or
only the existence of a necessary being, whose essence is its
existence?

We may now answer the difficulties raised by Mr. Adler in
order.

I. a) Mr. Adler sees that, for his major to be self-evident,
the term, contingent, would have to mean: needing a cause for
its emistence, and unable to cause the existence of another.
Likewise, the term, necessary being, would have to mean: having
no cause for its ewistence, and causing the existence of con-
tingent being (III, #3, b, pp. 212, 213). He is entirely right
in raising this difficulty, for reasons which have been adduced
in the refutation of the previous part of this argument; for the
proposition is not self-evident. But he fails to conclude, prop-
erly, that this proposition cannot be self-evident, since the
formal meaning of these terms cannot include these notes.

I. b) Here Mr. Adler attempts to demonstrate the self-
evidence of his major in order to raise difficulties with that
proof. But it seems apparent that the self-evidence of a prop-
osition cannot be demonstrated, and Mr. Adler in no way
explains how this can be done. He seems to employ the major:
A proposition which can be proved only through reductio, is
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self-evident. That is true enough as a judgment; but how is one
to know that it cannot be proved directly, except by an infinite
number of attempted direct proofs, all of which are shown to
be invalid? But this is manifestly impossible. Mr. Adler’s
method of establishing this step is clearly fallacious. It is need-
less to repeat the arguments by which he attempts to establish
that it cannot be proved directly. If the occasion should arise,
any number of objections could be raised to his procedure here;
but the matter is not important enough to warrant close anal-
ysis. Let it suffice to state that, when he attempts to prove
the major by reductio, he does not prove it at all. What he
does prove is the principle presupposed by his demonstration,
which he attempted to establish in the second part of the fourth
argument. For the major of the demonstration reads: The
existence of a contingent being implies the existence of a neces-
sary being. Therefore the contradictory of this, from which a
reductio should properly proceed, should read: the existence of
a contingent being does not imply the existence of a necessary
being. Instead of this, Mr. Adler begins: A contingent being
can efficiently cause the existence of another being, which
is the contradictory of: The cause of existence in a contingent
being is the proper effect of God, i. e., the contradictory of
the principle presupposed in the demonstration proper. From
here on, consequently, the doubts which Mr. Adler raises are
unintelligible.

II. Here Mr. Adler attempts to show that, even assuming
the validity of his demonstration, the existence of God is not
necessarily demonstrated. But this difficulty proceeds from a
misconception of what a demonstration is intended to demon-
strate. In Mr. Adler’s view, ostensibly, a demonstration. of
God’s existence must demonstrate all of God’s attributes. By
the same reasoning, Kuclid, in demonstrating the existence of an
equilateral triangle, failed because he did not demonstrate at
the same time all the properties of the triangle. Mr. Adler
complains that he knows no place where it is demonstrated that
this necessary being has no composition of potency and act,
of matter and form, of subject and accident. This is founded
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indeed, if the demonstrations of God’s existence are rejected
as he rejects them. But when they are understood and pre-
supposed, the requisite demonstration of the other negative
attributes can be derived from them as principles. Thus St.
Thomas demonstrates that there is no composition of potency
and act in the Being demonstrated to exist, 1. ., in the Being
which he, and, as he says, all men, understand to be God,* that
there is no composition of matter and form," that there is no

composition of subject and accident.”
* * * * *

In conclusion we may say, then, that, far from attacking the
demonstrations of St. Thomas, Mr. Adler has only shown his
inability to understand them thus far. His difliculties are in
fact his own and not those of the Angelic Doctor. For the
“ possibilities ” he has considered, both in the order of becoming
and in the order of being, are in fact impossible ways, and not
at all supposed by St. Thomas or his commentators. In fact,
if not in Mr. Adler’s mind, the demonstration of God is im-
possible as he concelves it, and, I am afraid, that is the effect
his words would have on an undisciplined reader. For he
appears convinced that he has exhausted all possible ways of
demonstration, and he ends with grave doubts concerning the
one way which seemed possible to him. But what Le has shown,
really, is that the existence of God cannot be demonstrated
from any connection of causes in the univocal order, i. e., as
things temporally or simultaneously related in the order of
becoming, employing here a logically univocal notion of causa
efficiens fiendi (his first three arguments), or in the order of
being, employing here a logically univocal notion of causa
efficiens essendi (his fourth argument). His search has been
for a causal relation which is univocally distinet as it is verified
in God, and not analogically common; and this is impossible
qua univocally distinet, i. e., as found in God but not found in
any way in the creature.

In this he manifests a failure to grasp the concept of order,
not as it is in St. Thomas merely, but as it is in the universe.

18 Qumma Theol., I, q. 2, a. 3. 1 Ibid., q. 3, a. 2. 20 Ibid., a. 6,
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For that order is realized in an assimilation of the creature to
God. Therefore it is precisely as cause, taken indifferently, or
efficient cause, taken in this way, that God is not unique. His
uniqueness 1s as a first and most universal cause. But He 1s
unique, and utterly diverse from the creature in His Incom-
municable Nature which is known only to Himself, to the
blessed, and in the darkness of Faith to those who believe what
He has revealed of Himself as He is, the Blessed Trinity of
Three Persons in One Divine Nature.

In the last part of his essay Mr. Adler asks, as one of “ those
gentiles in the modern world who desire natural wisdom,” for
instruction, “if my discourse rests upon any erroneous dismissal
of traditionally accepted arguments.” I have tried sincerely,
and not without a measure of painstaking effort, to understand
his difficulties and to clarify the essential points of the doctrine
in relation to them, having in view not only the defense of tradi-
tional teaching but also the obligation to manifest these pre-
ambles to the Faith for those who might be denied that most
precious of all gifts through a misunderstanding of truths
accessible to the natural light of reason. Neither do I ignore the
great service Mr. Adler has done the Church by rousing her
servants, the theologians, to a greater awareness of their short-
comings in relation to the perennial truths which it is their
vocation to defend, and to lock for means they had hitherto
neglected to bring the power of Christ’s doctrine to bear on
the difficulties of our times.

For these reasons, it does not seem unfitting to suggest that
it is not enough to “ desire natural wisdom ” after Christ. For
history has shown abundantly that ““ He that hath, to him shall
be given, and he shall abound: but he that hath not, from him
shall be taken away that also which he hath.” It would be
misleading therefore, in the name of Christ, to impart instruc-
tion in natural wisdom, except as it leads to the Faith. But,
for that, the principal means is not study. For we are exhorted
to “ seek first the kingdom of heaven, and everything else shall
be given to you.” The firm conviction in the existence of God,
which Mr. Adler protests at the beginning of his essay, is surely.
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sufficient foundation to pray to that God for the light to know
His true Faith. By that Faith we know that such a prayer
must be answered, albeit in God’s own good time. And, by the
teaching of Christ and His saints, we know that a certain
interior quiet is necessary to hear the answer, such quiet as is
not secured by the intense pursuit of natural wisdom. There-
fore, by any instruction requring undue activity of reason, we
should only lead one seeking the truth more and more astray,
confirming him in the erroneous conviction that the path of
reason alone is pleasing to God. In this we do him a grave
injustice, and more harm to ourselves.

This counsel, indeed, is not irrelevant to the plea for instruc-
tion in natural wisdom. For the Faith proves itself by its
works: the quest of truth is a human aect, and subject, there-
fore, to the movement of the passions, the more so because
the good at stake is a greater good. Without that detachment
and tranquility in relation to created truth, therefore, which
the Faith alone assures when it is properly cultivated, it is most
unlikely that men will be able to free themselves of that sub-
jectivity which foredooms philosophical inquiry to failure; par-
ticularly inasmuch as the truths of philosophy bear most
directly on the human appetite.

If, then, a man would have natural wisdom, he must bear
with the generosity of God, who will only give more than
natural wisdom, and with His Justice, for, if He is rejected, He
will not give even what is natural.

In conclusion, by way of pointing out a confusion which, I
think, is a source of much of Mr. Adler’s difficulty, I would
suggest that he consider the following passages from St.
Thomas’s commentary on the De Trinitate of Boethius:

“ Nevertheless it should be known that, since that material
something whence the genus is taken, contains in itself both
form and matter, the logician considers the genus only on the
part of that which is formal in it, whence his definitions are
called formal, but the natural philosopher considers the genus
on the part of both (the form and the matter). And therefore
it sometimes happens that some things communicate in a genus
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according to the logician, which do not communicate according
to the natural philosopher. For it sometimes happens, with
respect to the similitude of first act, that that which a thing
attains when it is in such matter, another thing attains without
matter, still another attains it when it is in matter altogether
diverse. E. g., it isevident that stone in matter which is (matter)
according to the potency to existence, tends (pertingit) to this,
that it should subsist, to which same thing the sun tends accord-
ing to the matter which is potency to place, but not to existence,
and (likewise) the angel lacking all matter. Whence the
logician, finding in all these that from which the genus was
taken, posits all these to be in one genus of substance. But the
natural philosopher and the metaphysician, who consider the
principles of things, finding that they do not all convene in
matter, say that they differ in genus, according to that which is
said in the tenth book of the Metaphysics, that the corruptible
and the incorruptible differ in genus, and that those things
convene in genus of which the matter is one and which are
generated one from the other.” **

“And although, logically considered, they (immaterial sub-
stances) convene with these sensible things in the remote genus
which 1s substance, nevertheless, naturally speaking, they do
not convene in the same genus, just as neither do the heavenly
bodies with the inferior (bodies). For the corporeal and the
incorporeal are not of the same genus, as is said in the tenth
book of the Metaphysics. For the logician considers intentions
absolutely, according to which nothing prevents material things
convening to immaterial things, and incorruptible to corrupt-
ible. But the natural philosopher and the first philosopher con-
sider essences according as they have being in things, and
therefore where they find a diverse mode of potency and act,
and through this a diverse mode of being, they say that the
things are diverse in genus.” **

Hersert THoMAS Scuwartz, T. 0. P.
Washington, D.C.

22 In. Boeth. De Trinitate, q. 4, a. 2, corpus.
22 Ibid., q. 6, a. 3, corpus.
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Parr IV
TaE PrincipLES OF JusTicE: CONSTITUTIONALITY

(Continued)

that Constitutional government is absolutely superior in

justice to the Royal regime. Before undertaking that
demonstration, we deemed it necessary to consider two special
problems—the problem of the mediaeval regimen regale et
politicum and the problem of the mixed regime—two problems
which, by the way, have frequently been confused by writers in
the Thomistic tradition. In Section 4, we dealt with the first of
these problems. Now, in Section 5, we shall examine the theory
of the mixed regime in all its ramifications. That done, we can
attain our objective in Section 6—the absolute consideration of
regimes as less and more just.

IT HAS been our aim, in this Part of our work, to prove

5. The essential distinction between the Royal and the
Political regime has been, so far, the controlling principle of our
analysis of the forms of government. It has determined our
interpretation of the anomalous regimen regale et politicum as
an intermediate, rather than a mixed, regime—a defective
embodiment of the principle of constitutionality. And now we
must apply it to the “ traditional ” account of the pure and
mixed regimes, which, as we shall show, is thoroughly un-Aris-
totelian because it fails to examine these subordinate distine-
tions in the light of the primary and controlling distinction
between Royal and Political.*** We have previously said that
all of these subordinate distinctions divide only accidental
modes of the two essential forms of government.*®® This implies

482 Yd. Part IV, Section 2, suprae, in Tae Tromist, IV, 3, pp. 461-8.
463 Vd. ¢bid., and cf. esp. fn. 349 supra. A correct statement of these matters is

made, however, in Part I. Vd. Tae Tromusr, IT1, 8, p. 425.
4 49
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that there is no question of greater or less justice with regard
to the subordinate modes of government, but only a question of
greater or less expediency. But a careful study of Aristotle’s
theory of the mixed regime—and, for all practical purposes,
there is only one—will show that this mixed regime is more just
than the two pure regimes it unites. Our previous statement of
the relation of the subordinate modes of government to the two
basic forms has been too simple. To remedy its inadequacy we
must now correct our own account of the traditionally named
six types of government, as well as show the grave error in the
traditional account of the mixed regime as resulting from a
union of three of these six types.

It will be helpful to begin with a brief statement of the
so-called “ traditional theory.” This theory results from a read-
ing of Chapters 7 and 8 in Book III of Aristotle’s Politics,
completely divorced from the basic distinction between Royal
and Political developed in Book I, and totally unrelated to
the elaborate discussion of democracy and oligarchy which
occupies the largest part of Books IV, V, and VI. If these other
sections of the Politics contain fundamental truths relevant to
the problem of the forms of government, then, we maintain, a
solution of that problem in terms of the two chapters men-
tioned, read in 1solation, must be regarded as an absurd travesty
on the Aristotelian analysis. Yet it is such a travesty which
has prevailed through the centuries, not only among Thomists
and other disciples of Aristotle, but even among political
theorists who have much less regard for his authority.

The classification of the forms of government which Aristotle
presents in Book III, Chapter 7, is not his own. He is there
reporting, though not without some modifications, the analysis
which Plato gives iIn The Statesman. In that dialogue, Plato
distinguished seven forms of government. Of these seven, the
one that Plato regarded as the ideal or perfect form he also
admitted had no reality whatsoever in the actual world. It is
the form of government which he describes in a myth about the
life of man in the age of Kronos, when the god himself was
shepherd of the human flock and performed the duties of an
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earthly king in the government of men. The myth enables
Plato to define “ perfect government” as that in which the
ruler possesses an art or science adequate for the administration
of absolute justice in every particular case. In contrast, “im-
perfect government ” is that in which it is necessary to have
laws for the guidance of rulers, precisely because they lack the
political art that only a god could have. Since men are not gods,
and since there are no godlike men, all the real forms of govern-
ment that can exist in the human community are imperfect—
not imperfect as human, but imperfect because human. A4s
human, these imperfect forms of government can be either good
or bad, just or unjust. The criterion of this distinction is
whether a human government, which requires laws because it is
human, proceeds with or without laws. Since only a god could
govern justly without laws, a human government which pro-
ceeds without laws will be unjust or injurious to the common
good; whereas a human government which involves laws can
be just or beneficial to the common good. There are three forms
of just human government and three forms of unjust human
government, according as governmental power is exercised
by the one, the few, or the many. These six imperfect forms of
government are monarchy, aristocracy, and democracy (the
three just forms), and tyranny, oligarchy, and democracy (the
three unjust forms). Plato points out that these names are
somewhat confusing, because it really makes no difference
whether the rulers are rich or poor, and therefore just as the
word “ democracy ” can be used to name a just and an unjust
rule by the many, so the words “ oligarchy > and “ aristocracy ”
could be used indifferently to name a just and an unjust rule
by the few. The only criterion here is number. There is, accord-
ing to Plato, no difference in kind between the king and the
statesman. The difference is simply that when one man rules
we call him a “king,” but when the few or the many rule, we
call each man who rules a “ statesman.” The three good forms
differ only in efficiency, not in type of justice: government by
one is, according to Plato, more efficient than government by
the few, and government by the few is more efficient than by
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the many. Similarly, government by the many is less efficiently
injurious to the common good than government by the few, and
that in turn is less efficiently injurious than unjust government
by one man. Hence Plato concludes that democracy is the least
desirable form of government when 1t is just compared with the
other two just forms, and the most desirable form of govern-
ment when it is unjust compared with the other two unjust
forms.***

464 We have briefly summarized here only those sections of The Statesman that
are relevant to the problem of the forms of government. The reader will find the
myth of divine rule in the age of Kronos at 271C-275C; he will find the distinction
between the mythical ideal of perfect government and the real forms of human or
imperfect government at 292D-297B; that in addition to the six imperfect forms
there is a seventh and perfect form will bé found at 303; that no man can be a
perfect ruler in the sense defined is explicitly stated at 301E; that the only distinc-
tion among the just or among the unjust forms of imperfect government is numeri-
cal, resulting in different degrees of efficiency but not in different modes of justice,
and that the distinction between the just and unjust forms of imperfect government
is determined by only one criterion (viz., benefit or injury to the common goed),
will be found at 298-303. On this last point, cf. 291D-296.

Since Plato does not distinguish between absolute and limited forms of actual
human government—reserving “ absolute ” to signify only the mythically perfect
or ideal form—it is difficult to say whether all his good forms of human government
can be called “constitutional ” in the sense in which Aristotle uses this word to
signify limited as” opposed to absolute human government. It is usually supposed,
however, that Plato’s understanding of imperfect human government as government
in which laws are necessary for the guidance and regulation of the rulers themselves
implies the basic principle of constitutional government. Whether or not this is
true, it is certainly true that for Plato the forms of human government are either
all constitutional or all non-constitutional; whereas, in the sharpest contrast, for
Aristotle some forms of human government are absolute (i.e., Royal) and some are
limited (i.e., Political or Constitutional).

The bi-columnar classification of the six human forms of government, three just
and three perverted, as given in The Statesman does not differ radically from the
linear classification of the six forms of government in The Republic, unless it be
supposed that what Plato there means by “ monarchy ” is the perfect, the mythical
ideal of divine, government. Supposing, on the contrary, that all of the six forms
of government mentioned in The Republic are capable of actual human institution,
we see that the continuous linear disposition of these six forms from best to worst
is merely another way of picturing what can also be set forth as an apparently
discontinuous arrangement of the six into one column of three good forms and
another column of three bad forms. The reason for this is that, when efficiency in
serving or disserving the common good is the only criterion, we can order forms of
government from best to worst according as they serve the common good more or
less efficiently or disserve the common good less or more efficiently—a certain degree
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Can there be any doubt that it is a modified version of the
Platonic bi-columnar sixfold classification that Aristotle is pre-
senting in Book III, Chapter 7?7 We say “ modified ” because
the omission of the seventh, or perfect, form of government
violates the basic point in the Platonic analysis. Strictly speak-
ing, the picture presented in Chapter 7, while it resembles the
Platonic picture more than the Aristotelian, is neither Platonic
nor Aristotelian, but a bad confusion of both. It is this con-
fusion that has become traditional.

Can there be any question that Aristotle has and gives many
reasons for rejecting this confused analysis in so far as he
regards its Platonic principles as inadequate and false? In the
very opening chapter of the Politics, he takes issue with Plato
for saying that there is no distinction n kind between the king
and the statesman.*®® He holds, on the contrary, that the most
fundamental distinction in kind is that between Royal and
Political government; and, as we have seen, by Royal govern-
ment he does not mean constitutional monarchy, but absolute

of inefficient disservice of the common good being equal to a certain degree of
mefficient service of the common good. Thus, for example, democracy in the column
of good forms is the most inefficient government with respect to service of the
common good, and democracy in the column of bad forms is the least efficient
government with respect to disservice of the common good. Hence “ good democ-
racy ” is mearest to ‘“bad democracy ¥ whereas “good monarchy ” is furthest
removed from “bad monarchy ” (i.e., “tyranny ”). These words “ nearest ” and
“ furthest removed > require a linear disposition of the six forms, for in no other
way can the perversion of one form of government be said to be less or further
removed than another perversion from the good form of which it is the perversion.
The bi-columnar picture cannot show this, except by arranging the iwo columns in
the shape of a V; the linear disposition merely carries the point to its logical conclu-
sion, the arms of the V moving outward until they form a straight line. Neverthe-
less, the bi-columnar and the linear disposition of the forms of government are
strictly equivalent ways of expressing the same analysis, because this analysis does
not distinguish between good forms of government as less and more just, but only
as less and more efficient. It fails to take into consideration the relativity of justice
to inferior and superior conditions. Hence the Aristotelian analysis, which is founded
upon this consideration, can never be presented as either a bi-columnar or a linear
disposition of the forms of government. When Aristotle speaks of one perverted
government as being further removed than another from a good form, it must be the
same good form which both perversions corrupt, the one more completely than
the other.

485 Vd. Politics, 1, 1, 1252°7-20.
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rule—rule by a man or by men who are not themselves regu-
lated by law. Whereas in Plato’s view, such absolute govern-
ment must either be divine and perfect, or human, imperfect,
and also unjust or tyrannical, Aristotle holds that human abso-
lute government can be either just or unjust, though as just
(relative to inferior circumstances) it is inferior to limited or
constitutional government (which is more just because just
relative to superior circumstances). Whereas Plato has only
one criterion for determining the justice or injustice of human
governments (namely, benefit or injury to the existential com-
mon good), Aristotle has two distinct criteria: whether the
mode of justice is relative to inferior or superior political cir-
cumstances, and whether, in relation to such circumstances, the
government is for or against the existent common good. Hence,
as we shall see, it is absolutely impossible for the Aristotelian
classification of the forms of human government to be set forth
in a bi-columnar sixfold classification. That is why Aristotle
explicitly rejects the Platonic notion that the word *“ demoe-
racy ~ can be used to name the least good of the three good
forms of government as well as the best of the three bad
forms.**> That is why Aristotle uses the word “ polity ” rather

488 < A writer who has preceded me,” says Aristotle, “ has already made these
distinctions, but his point of view is not the same as mine. For he lays down the
principle that when all the constitutions are good, democracy is the worst, but the
best when all are bad; whereas we maintain that they (1. e., such forms as democracy
or oligarchy) are in any case defective, and that one is not to be accounted good
and the other bad, but only as less bad than one another” (Politics, IV, 2,
1289%5-11) . The reason why Aristotle takes this position against Plato will be seen
by anyene who understands why Aristotle did not use “ democracy ” to name a
good form of government, but used the word “ polity ” to name the only just form
of constitutional government, with respect to which both “demeocracy ” and
“ oligarchy ” and even “ despotism ” and “ tyranny ” signify perversions. This will
not be understood, however, by anyone who supposes that “ polity ” names a pure
form of government. As we shall see, it is always a mived regime, and it is the only
mixed regime.

Unfortunately, Aristotle permitted himself, in the very paragraph preceding the
one just quoted, to speak of tyranny as being furthest removed from monarchy,
oligarchy as not so far removed from aristocracy, and democracy as nearest to
polity. Such a statement has significance and truth only on the Platonic, not on
the Aristotelian, theory. Vd. fn. 464 supra. What Aristotle should have said, in
terms of his own principles, about the degrees of remotion of corrupt forms, will
become apparent in the course of our discussion. Vd. fn. 531 and 532 infra.
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than “ democracy ” for the third form in the good column when,
in Chapter 7 of Book III, he modifies the Platonic classification
in the very act of reporting it. Furthermore, he does not agree
with Plato that such criteria as poverty and wealth are irrele-
vant. This is indicated in the opening sentence of Chapter 8,
which says: “ But there are some difficulties about these types
of government and it will be necessary therefore to state a
little more at length the nature of each of them.” Aristotle then
proceeds in Chapter 8 to correct the erroneous supposition that
the number of rulers is the only, or even an important, criterion
in the classification of the forms of government.*®®

Even as corrected by a consideration of qualitative as well as
numerical factors, the bi-columnar sixfold classification violates
the fundamental principles of Aristotelian theory. Aristotle
does not mention in Chapter 8 all the objections he has to the
Platonic classification, probably because he assumed that any
reader who patiently followed his analysis from beginning to
end could find them out for himself. Unfortunately, the history
of political theory has shown his assumption to have been
naively optimistic. The commentators have taken Chapters 7
and 8 of Book III as if they represented Aristotle’s own views.
They have ignored all the difficulties which he does not ex-
plicitly mention there.****

458  The real difference between democracy and oligarchy is poverty and wealth.
Wherever men rule by reason of their wealth, whether they be few. or many, that
is an oligarchy, and where the poor rule, that is a democracy ” (Politics, III, 8,
127940-8023) . That the poor are usually the many, the rich the few, is an accident.
Furthermore, Aristotle goes on to say that there is one characteristic common to
the poor and the rich, namely, that both are freemen, i.e., not natural slaves in
domestic or civil servitude. This becomes an important point in the subsequent
analysis. Regarding wealth as a positive trait, and poverty merely as its privation,
we see that the two positive traits determinative of the distinction between oligarchy
and democracy are wealth and freedom; in the one case, political power is in the
hands of those who are both free and rich; in the latter, it is in the hands of the
free, regardless of whether they are rich or poor. Vd. Politics, V, 1.

4602 Tt is a great misfortune that Aristotle continued to use Plato’s language, while
at the same time disagreeing with the analysis which that language was used to
express. To some extent, therefore, Aristotle is himself responsible for the traditional
misinterpretation of the Politics which has everywhere prevailed. It is an even
greater misfortune that Aristotle was so deeply influenced by The Statesman—not
















































































































































































































































